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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The Problem 
Much attention of social psychologists in this 
century, particularly since WW II, has been focused on 
racial attitudes. Such events as integration in the 
armed forces, schools, and other areas, the mass movement 
of people from one area to another (particularly Negroes 
from the South to the big city ghetto and the not alto-
gether unrelated exodus of whites to the suburbs), the 
more recent ghetto riots, college unrest, and an apparent 
increase in dissatisfaction of minority groups, particu-
larly Negroes, have had much to do with this interest. 
The social psychologist is asking many questions: 
Why are people prejudiced? Why are some minority groups 
discriminated against and others not? Why is prejudice 
evident in some areas and not in others? What is the 
background of prejudiced people? Where do they live? 
What is their education or intellectual level? What is 
their income? Where do they work? What is their reli-
gious background? In addition, other related questions 
are asked: How do we measure attitudes? Is the data 
1 
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reliable? and, perhaps most important of all, what causes 
change in racial attitudes? 
This study is intended to explore some of these 
questions. The present study essentially had a threefold 
purpose: to determine what effect the amount of education, 
or more specifically the year in college, has on the 
----tolerance of white students to Negroes; what effect the 
strength of religious conviction has on these attitudes; 
and what effect the race of the experimenter has on stu-
dent response. 
To better understand these questions an overview 
of some of the pertinent literature follows. Such areas 
as measurement of racial and religious attitudes, apparent 
causes of prejudice and studies of experimenter effect 
are covered. 
Relevant Research 
Problems of Attitude Measurement 
There are various approaches to measuring attitudes 
which vary from a simple vote to such elaborations as the 
psychodrama. "Voting is often considered to be a super-
ficial method of evaluating attitudes since many people 
cast votes without understanding a proposal. When persons 
are adequately informed and uninhibited, however, voting is 
an excellent means of attitude appraisal (Green, 1952)." 
Polls are an elaboration of voting but have the weakness of 
revealing direction but not intensity. 
a further attempt at refining voting. 
Rating scales are 
Watson (1925) 
tested attitudes by a procedure where items were checked 
which did not logically follow a statement. Cantril and 
Allport, described in Spranger (1928), used the forced 
choice approach where a preference was expressed between 
two items. Horowitz (1936), working with classes up 
through the eighth grade, also took this approach, using 
pictures of eight Negroes and four whites. As an example 
the subject was asked which of these he would choose to 
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do various things with. He also had the subject rank the 
pictures. Brandt (1937) used an indirect approach where 
the subject was asked such questions as, "Who are the 
people you associate with?" Link (1943) measured atti-
tudes by use of photographs and pictures. Freeman (1955) 
used a sociometric method which was an elaboration of 
Brandt's approach. A group of actual people were used and 
a subject was asked to select people he would like to do 
certain things with such as having lunch. 
Measures of racial attitudes. Attitudes are 
generally measured by some form of questionnaire. Although 
there are many questionnaires available for measuring vari-
ous attitudes, such as the ones mentioned above, it was 
felt that the Bogardus Ethnic Distance Scale (Bogardus, 
1925a, 1925b) (Appendix A), was the best for this parti-
cular study. The Bogardus, which uses the Guttman method 
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of cumulative scaling (Hollander, 1967, p. 144), has the 
advantage of probably being the most frequently used scale 
for testing social attitudes in spite of the fact that it 
has little data on reliability and validity (Campbell, 
1953). There has, however, been some criticism of a priori 
scales, including the Bogardus. Allport (1935) stated 
that the weakness of the Bogardus is that the distances 
between each of the groups of intimacy are not necessarily 
comparable. He also said that the assumption that each 
higher degree of intimacy necessarily implies acceptance 
of all those that are lower is not necessarily valid. 
Triandis and Triandis (1965) attempted weighting the 
various levels of the scale to correct for the first 
objection of Allport's. Edwards and Kenney (1946), how-
ever, said that nothing of a practical nature indicates 
that a judging group, in the Thurstone sense, is a pre-
requisite for the construction of an adequate attitude 
scale. In other words it is not essential that intervals 
be equal as long as each succeeding item is in reality 
higher than the one preceding. 1 Triandis (1964) stated 
that such scales as the Bogardus, are adequate as long as 
the research does not require much refinement. Campbell 
(1953), in his critique of the Bogardus, concluded his 
1That this is true, for the Bogardus, was evident 
in the present study from the rare instances where a respon-
dent skipped over an item to mark acceptance of both higher 
and lower levels. 
article on the following note: "Among social attitude 
tests, the Social Distance Scale [now called Ethnic Dis-
tance Scale] is so good and so naturally suited to its 
purpose, that if Bogardus had not invented it, someone 
else would have. Such a situation is rare indeed in the 
social sciences." 
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A frequent criticism of all paper and pencil atti-
tude scales concerns their validity. Can we expect people 
to respond honestly even when the responses are anonymous? 
It could be assumed that subjects might overtly express 
different opinions than they feel. Thurstone (1931) said, 
"We shall assume that an attitude scale is used only in 
those situations in which one may reasonably expect people 
to tell the truth about their convictions or opinions and 
that correlation is not perfect but certainly positive 
between verbally expressed attitudes and overt action." 
De Fleur and Westie (1958) compared the expressed attitude 
of men and women with their willingness to be photographed 
with Negroes of the opposite sex, the use of the photos to 
be on a continuum from very restricted use to widespread 
national circulation. They found a significant relation-
ship between expressed attitudes and overt acts. Almost 
one third, however, showed behavior patterns in opposition 
to their verbally stated attitudes. As might be expected, 
the majority showed more prejudice in the overt acts. The 
authors stated, "The lack of a straight-line relationship 
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between verbal attitudes and overt behavior may be 
explained in terms of some sort of social involvement of 
the subject in a system of social constraints preventing 
him from acting (overtly) in the direction of his con-
victions." Lohman and Reitzes (1954) found much the same 
thing. The majority of individuals studied in a commu-
nity were consistent in the ambiguous pattern of accepting 
Negroes in their union but excluding them from their 
neighborhood. This, they felt, was due to the union's 
policy of accepting Negroes and the neighborhood's policy 
of rejecting them. LaPiere (1934), with Chinese as the 
minority group, obtained opposite results from DeFleur 
and Westie. Traveling throughout the United States in 
company with a Chinese couple, they visited 250 cafes, 
hotels, etc., and were refused service only once. Later, 
when mock requests for reservations were made by mail, 
over 90 percent of the proprietors of the places visited 
said they would refuse service to Chinese. In fact, he 
got only one unqualified acceptance. He stated, "Only a 
verbal reaction to an entirely symbolic situation can be 
secured by the questionnaire." Delk (1968), in a similar 
vein, found that students assuming the role of judge gave 
significantly longer prison terms to hypothetical white 
defendants found guilty of armed robbery than to Negroes. 
This appears somewhat in contrast to actual current 
judicial practice. 
It would appear, then, that all people cannot be 
expected to be completely honest on subjects such as 
ethnic distance. It appears, however, that enough people 
are honest, or most people are honest enough, to give 
valid results if significant differences do indeed exist. 
The validity should be strengthened by maintaining the 
subjects' anonymity. Caution, however, should still be 
exercised in interpreting such data. It is felt that the 
Bogardus is well suited for measuring ethnic distance, 
with the advantages outweighing the disadvantages. 
7 
Measures of religious conviction. The measurement 
of the second major variable, religious conviction, is 
complicated by the same problems that affect the measure-
ment of ethnic distance. The same precautions were taken 
here to minimize these problems, namely the selection of 
what was felt to be a good measuring device and the main-
tenance of respondent anonymity. 
LaPiere (1934) stated, "The questionnaire is 
probably our only means of determining 'religious atti-
tudes'." There are many religion scales in use, but the 
amount of research done with any one of them is limited. 
The Bardis Religion Scale (Bardis, 1961) (Appendix B), 
which is a Likert-type scale of summated ratings, was 
selected primarily for its face validity for measuring 
the strength of religious conviction and for the desired 
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number of items (25). Only one critique referring directly 
to the Bardis Religion Scale was found. Shaw and Wright 
(1967) stated that the large number of items collected 
originally and the variety of sources should provide a 
degree of content validity. They further stated, however, 
that a major difficulty with the scale is the fact that 
all items are stated in the same direction. Since the 
scale contains no negatively phrased items, it allows for 
the operation of response sets, thereby reducing the 
validity of measurement. Otherwise the scale seems to be 
a relatively valid and reliable way of measuring attitudes 
toward the value of and acceptance of a religious way of 
life. Edwards and Kenney (1946) indicated that scales 
constructed by the Likert method will yield higher 
reliability coefficients with fewer items than scales 
constructed by the Thurstone method. There are also 
indications that the Likert technique is less time con-
suming and less laborious. 
In summary, it is felt that the Bardis is as good 
a scale for measuring religious conviction as any avail-
able. The factor of response set is not considered overly 
important since a relative, not an absolute, score is all 
that is needed. The results, as in all paper and pencil 
tests, should be viewed with caution. Like the Bogardus, 
the possibility exists with the Bardis that the respondent 
may not always express his true attitude. 
With this synopsis of attitude measurement, a 
consideration will be given in the following pages to 
variables of interest to the current study. 
College Class 
Although traditionally college graduates have 
tended to be wealthy and conservative, in recent years 
the college experience is purported to liberalize atti-
tudes. If this is so, decreased prejudice should be 
found with increasing educational levels. The possi-
bility, of course, exists that if this change does occur 
it may also occur without college enrollment. 
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In a fairly broad search of the literature, only 
four studies were found relating racial tolerance to year 
in college. Jones (1938a, 1938b) found no change in atti-
tude toward Negroes in four college years. Turbeville and 
Hyde (1946), working at Louisiana State University, found 
that graduate students were by far the most tolerant to 
Negroes, but this was based on a small sample. Seniors 
were next, followed by Juniors. Freshmen were more tole-
rant than Sophomores, but the difference here was very 
slight. Plant (1958a, 1958b, 1958c), in a longitudinal 
study, found a significant increase in tolerance in both 
mean and women from Freshmen to Seniors, with a slightly 
higher increase for women. Friedman and Sherrill (1968), 
in a study of female students at the University of Texas, 
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found a significant difference in ethnic acceptance as 
a function of length of time in college, with Seniors 
being most accepting. They suggested a possible selective 
factor as well as the impact of the college experience as 
affecting their results. Some possible selective factors 
are noted later in this section. 
Some additional studies that are related in a 
general way should also be cited. They deal with attitude 
change and college experience, but are not specifically 
related to racial attitudes. Webster (1958) found signi-
ficant attitude changes in female students at Vassar with 
increasing time in college. Lehmann (1963) found a change 
in attitudes from Freshman to Senior years, which was most 
pronounced in the Freshman and Sophomore years. There was 
a lessening of stereotypic beliefs and prejudices, with 
the change being greater for women than for men. He did 
not have an outside control group, but indicated that one 
would be desirable. In speculating about the source of 
attitude change, Lehmann felt, "The informal, nonacademic 
experiences, such as friends, persons dated, etc., have 
greater impact upon personality development than do the 
formal academic experience." Lehmann and Payne (1963) 
found a significant relationship between some of the 
informal, extra-curricular activities and value changes, 
and that the formal academic type such as instructors or 
courses have little impact on student behavior. Plant 
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(1965), in a longitudinal study at San Jose State College, 
found that general personality features of students 
improve to a significant degree as a function of time in 
college. He also compared students through their time in 
college with students during the same period who aspired 
to college but did not attend. He found a reduction in 
intolerance, irrespective of whether or not they went to 
college. Lehmann et al. (1966), using a longitudinal 
study, tested subjects at Michigan State University at 
the start of their Freshman year and again near the end 
of their Senior year. The study showed a significant 
change in general value orientation. Students became less 
stereotypic in their beliefs, less dogmatic, less authori-
tarian, and more receptive to new ideas. The change was 
greater for females than for males. 
The study of changes over time can be approached 
by two methods. The present study used the cross-sectional 
method; i.e., subjects of different classes were contacted 
over the relatively short time of two weeks. Thus any 
reflected change as a function of college class is based 
on populations which may or may not differ significantly 
in some way which may affect the results. The longitudinal 
method, on the other hand, would test the same individuals 
from year to year as they progress through college. The 
cross-sectional approach, of course, has weaknesses. Per-
haps foremost in this respect is the selective process in 
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college, where there is attrition, particularly in the 
lower levels. This attrition results from voluntary with-
drawal for various reasons and involuntary withdrawal, 
generally for academic reasons. This raises the question 
of whether the experimenter is sampling comparable popu-
lations at the various class levels. Corey (1936), in a 
sharp criticism of cross-sectional studies in college, 
stated that students drop out of college in great numbers 
at all levels, but most particularly at the lower levels. 
He pointed out that in 1936 only one Freshman in three 
graduated. The ratio today is about the same. He went 
on to say that the mortality is selective in many ways. 
He stated, "The only technique which will give valid data 
involves the repeated testing of other young people not in 
college. This is a time consuming process calling for a 
four or five year program of testing." 
Most of the involuntary attrition, as well as some 
of the voluntary, is for academic reasons. This includes 
the men lost to the draft for poor G. P.A. standing. 
This could affect the results of this study, since there 
may be a relation between G. P.A. and racial tolerance, 
although Jones (1938a, 1938b) found little relationship 
between intelligence and attitudes. Young et al. (1960), 
however, found students with high G. P.A. 's to be more 
tolerant. This might also be related to the strength of 
religious conviction. Young et al. (1966) found students 
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with high G. P.A. 'shad weaker religious convictions 
than others. These two factors might indicate that we 
could expect students in the upper classes to be more 
tolerant and to have less religious conviction, regard-
less of any effect that length of time in college might 
have. 
Students withdrawing for financial reasons could 
also conceivably affect the results. Westie (1952) found 
the greatest social distance where both Negroes and whites 
have low socioeconomic status and lowest social distance 
where both have high socioeconomic status. Again, Westie 
(1953) found a systematic relationship between socio-
economic status and prejudice, with the higher socio-
economic class less prejudiced. 
(1960) confirmed these findings. 
Triandis and Triandis 
Young et al. (1960), --
however, found students whose fathers had higher incomes 
to be less tolerant. Also, Young et al. (1966) found a 
tendency for students whose fathers had high incomes to 
have less religious conviction. These results would lead 
to the expectation that students in the higher levels 
have less religious conviction and are more tolerant, but 
with some conflicting research concerning the latter. 
Another factor was noted by Triandis and Triandis 
(1960; 1962), who found that insecure individuals were 
more likely to be prejudiced toward minority groups. 
In summary, the majority of research agrees that 
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an increase in racial tolerance can be expected during 
the time spent in college. This is not altogether clear-
cut, however, and cannot be used as a firm basis for 
prediction in the present study. For example, not all 
studies were specific with regard to Negroes as the target 
group. In addition, the study by Jones (1938), which was 
specific to Negroes, was inconclusive. Also, a study by 
Turbeville and Hyde (1946) was specific to Negroes but 
weak in the number of students sampled, especially at the 
graduate level. In other studies only trends were found, 
with significance being questionable. In addition, the 
possibility of the selective factor in college attrition 
affecting the results is present. Many of the studies 
were longitudinal, which ostensibly makes them more valid. 
In a study such as this, however, the advantage gained by 
the longitudinal nature might be more than offset by the 
loss of anonymity. Also, with the present racial unrest 
and attendant publicity, a general change in racial atti-
tude may occur irrespective of any influence of the college 
experience or maturation. With these factors in mind, it 
was felt that the cross-sectional approach was desirable. 
Religion 
It might be assumed that the stronger a person's 
religious conviction the greater his racial tolerance--a 
case of practicing what you preach. If this is true, it 
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could conceivably affect the social distance ratings if 
a person's religious convictions change with length of 
time in college or maturity. Research results are incon-
clusive, however, in this respect. Jones (1938a, 1938b) 
found more liberalism in attitude toward religion with 
increasing time in college. Lehmann (1963) found contra-
dictory changes in religious values with increasing time 
in college. In spite of what may appear logical, a higher 
degree of religious conviction apparently not only does 
not make a person more tolerant but may actually make him 
less so. There is considerable research indicating that 
the stronger the church affiliation, the greater the 
probability that the person will be prejudiced. O'Reilly 
and O'Reilly (1954), working at two Catholic colleges in 
a large southern city, found a significant tendency for 
those scoring high on a religion scale to be less favor-
able toward Negroes. Surprisingly, the subjects' esti-
mation of the influence of religion upon their upbringing 
was not significantly related to scores on the religion 
scale or to anti-Negro scores. Kelly et al. (1958) found 
that students at the University of Texas who had favorable 
attitudes toward the church had a slight tendency to be 
less tolerant of Negroes. Wilson (1960), working with ten 
groups mostly from colleges and mostly in the Boston area, 
obtained a significant positive correlation between scores 
on the Extrinsic Religious Values Scale and anti-Negro 
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prejudice in all ten samples. Using Levinson's Religious 
Conventionalism Scale with seven groups, he obtained posi-
tive, but not always significant, correlations with all 
groups. Siegman (1962) obtained similar results at the 
University of North Carolina. Young et al. (1966), at the 
University of Texas, got similar results in a different 
type of study. He found that from 1958 to 1964 there was 
a considerably more favorable attitude toward Negroes and 
at the same time a significantly less favorable attitude 
toward organized religion than existed from 1955 to 1958. 
Thus, all of this research indicates that stronger 
prejudice can be expected with stronger religious con-
viction. The only general criticism that might be raised 
regarding these studies is the possibility that the scales 
used did not accurately measure religious conviction. 
This is a rather weak argument, however, considering that 
all results were in the same direction and most of them 
were significant regardless of the measuring instrument. 
Experimenter Effect 
A third variable of recent concern has been the 
possible effect the experimenter (E) may have on the sub-
ject's (S's) response. The possibility that a white S 
would respond differently to a Negro Ethan to a white~' 
in a study of Negro ethnic distance, was investigated in 
the present study. This possibility may exist even though 
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the respondent's anonymity is maintained. Anonymity 
could conceivably provide a degree of validity. If there 
is a significant difference in the mean response to the 
Negro~ compared to the white~' it would be prima facie 
evidence that something less than perfect honestj was 
involved. On the other hand, the lack of a significant 
difference, though not guaranteeing a high level of 
honesty, would at least strengthen the possibility. 
The only study of the experimenter effect of race 
which closely related to the present study was made by 
Summers and Hammonds (1966). This study, concerning 
racial prejudice, showed white subjects responding with 
significantly less prejudice on a questionnaire when given 
by Negro Es than when given by white Es. Two other 
studies approached the problem by reversing the race-role 
relationship. Cantril (1944) and Williams and Cantril 
(1945) found that more Negroes would respond that they 
would be no worse off under possible German or Japanese 
control to a Negro interviewer than to a white. Williams 
(1964) found that Negroes in North Carolina responded more 
in line with the general white conception of the Negro, 
i.e., what the white felt the Negroes' status in society 
should be, when the E was white than when he was Negro. 
The difference was usually significant on the more 
threatening items, such as, "How do you feel about these 
Negro college students sitting down at lunch counters 
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where only whites were served and wanting to be served?", 
and positive, but not significant, on those less threat-
ening, such as, "It bothers me when something unexpected 
happens." 
Not all types of test scores are affected by ~'s 
race. Canady (1936) found no difference in intelligence 
test results of white and Negro students to white and 
Negro Es. Rank and Campbell (1955), in a study of some 
academic interest, found white students giving a greater 
galvanic skin response to Negro ~s than to white Es. 
In summary, the only study of this type closely 
related to the present study would lead to the expectation 
that white students would respond more favorably in mat-
ters of racial tolerance to a Negro Ethan to a white E. 
Since there is only one previous study, however, this 
prediction should be made with caution. 
The Present Study 
In spite of a fairly large amount of research, at 
least regarding a part of the present study, there are 
several reasons why this study was necessary. 
1. The data relative to length of time in college 
as a factor affecting racial tolerance is conflicting, was 
not always specific to a particular target race, and in at 
least one case lacked an adequate population. 
2. Sufficient research relative to experimenter 
effect, in a study such as this, is lacking. 
3. No previous study encountered considered the 
interactions of these three variables. 
Hypotheses 
19 
Three hypotheses were made. Since the research 
results regarding the first are inconclusive, and since 
the amount of data regarding the third is insufficient, 
these two will be stated in null form. Since the trend 
in the research regarding the second hypothesis is in the 
same direction, a directional hypothesis is made. The 
hypotheses are: 
1. There is no significant difference in racial 
tolerance_ toward Negroes as a function of college class. 
2. White students scoring high on a religion 
scale are significantly more prejudiced to Negroes than 
those scoring low. 
3. There is no significant difference in the 
response of a white student to a Negro~' regarding racial 
prejudice, than to a white E. 
CHAPTER II 
METHOD 
Subjects 
The subjects (~s) (Table 1) were students in all 
classes, Freshman through Graduate, at Central Washington 
State College. A minimum of twenty Caucasian students, 
of each sex in each class, responded to each~- This 
would have constituted a total of eighty students in each 
of five classes. In order to get this minimum number in 
each group, however, a total of 533 ~espondents were 
sampled. Several questionnaires were discarded where 
incomplete responses made them useless for the study. In 
addition, two questionnaires were discarded where the Ss' 
responses were so divergent from the average as to indi-
cate facetiousness. Also the responses from Negroes and 
Orientals were deleted from the findings. The number of 
respondents in these two groups were too limited to ana-
lyze separately. 
In order to get reasonable homogeneity of academic 
orientation, an effort was made to restrict respondents to 
education majors. It was felt that the Es were fairly 
successful in this respect, although the lower two classes 
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Class 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate 
Total 
Table 1 
Distribution of Subjects by Class, Sex, 
and Race of Experimenter 
Male Female 
White E Negro E White E Negro E 
20 25 35 33 
22 24 32 40 
28 30 35 23 
20 23 22 35 
25 21 20 20 
115 123 144 151 
21 
Total 
113 
118 
116 
100 
86 
533 
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presented a little problem. There are no education courses 
offered below the 300 (Junior) level at Central Washington. 
In addition, the student's major at this stage is often not 
definite. Most of the upper division students were con-
tacted in education classes. The other classes were 
selected from those having normally high enrollment of 
education majors. Education majors were selected since 
this represented the only field where sufficient students 
were enrolled at all levels to obtain an adequate sample. 
The reason the study was restricted to a specific 
academic field is an indication that a divergence exists 
in response to ethnic and religious questions as a function 
of major college field. Jones (1938a, 1938b) found natural 
science majors had the least religious conviction, followed 
in order by English-language, economics-sociology, and 
history-geography. The same order was found in racial 
tolerance, with natural science majors being most tolerant, 
etc. Turbeville and Hyde (1946) found social science 
majors most tolerant. Young et al. (1960) also found --
social science majors most tolerant, followed by pharmacy 
and business. Young et al. (1966) found the following 
order of religious conviction, with the first being highest: 
education, fine arts, pharmacy, business administration, 
humanities, natural science, social science and engineering. 
Bernardi (1967), using the Bogardus Social Distance Scale, 
found that the study of French and Latin was related to 
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social distance, but not at the .05 level of significance. 
Fried.man and Sherrill (1968) found business school majors 
most conservative, followed in order by education majors, 
arts and sciences, with fine arts most liberal. All 
differences were significant. This data indicates that 
education majors have above average religious conviction, 
and from their conservative response it could be inferred 
that they are more prejudiced than the average. 
Classes were selected on a somewhat random basis, 
but this was restricted to a considerable extent in order 
to coincide with the E's free time. In order to get an 
adequate but not excessive sample the size of class was 
sometimes important. Most of the classes sampled were 
small, especially at the Senior and Graduate levels. 
Procedure 
Data Collection 
Two young female upperclassmen, one Negro and the 
other Caucasian, acted as ~s to hand out questionnaires 
and collect data. This was done to test hypothesis 3; 
i.e., would a student respond differently to a Negro~ 
than to a Caucasian E relative to acceptance of Negroes. 
Where two sections of the same class were sampled, the 
~s alternated, one taking each section. Other classes 
were assigned to fit into each E's schedule or to fill 
out the minimum number of respondents for each group. 
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Instructions to respondents were minimal, refer-
ring only to three factors: restriction to education 
majors, anonymity of the respondents, and that this was a 
graduate study. The instructions were typed out and a 
copy was given to each E, who was encouraged to repeat 
them verbatim, if possible, and to add as little extra as 
individual circumstances allowed. 
Most classes were sampled at the beginning of the 
class period, but a few were done near the end of the 
period, due to the professor's request or to scheduling 
conflicts. The time taken in each class averaged about 15 
minutes, including the introductory statement and passing 
out, completing, and collecting the forms. 
The design was, for the reasons indicated in Chap-
ter I, a cross-sectional study. It has the limitations 
and shortcomings discussed in that section. Due to the 
limitation of time and the unavailability of a suitable 
population, a control group of non-college Ss was not used. 
For hypothesis 1, the class standing was the 
independent variable; for hypothesis 2, the strength of 
religious conviction; and for hypothesis 3, the race of 
the E. The dependent variable in all three cases was the 
ethnic distance score. 
Instruments 
Two questionnaires were used: the Bardis Religion 
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Scale (Appendix B); and the Bogardus Ethnic Distance Scale 
(Appendix A), which was modified slightly relative to sup-
plemental data. The basic form, however, was unchanged. 
In an attempt to conceal the nature of the study, Ss were 
asked to rate all ethnic groups on the Bogardus. Analysis, 
however, was limited to the response to the Negro. 
CHAPTER III 
RESULTS 
Statistics 
Non-parametric statistics were used because of the 
unequal number of subjects within groups and because it is 
questionable whether the scale scores were of an interval 
nature. The significance of difference was calculated by 
the Mann-Whitney-U test. "If the Mann-Whitney is applied 
to data which might properly be analyzed by the most 
powerful parametric test, the t test, its power-efficiency 
approaches 3/rr = 95.5 percent as N increases and is close 
to 95 percent even for moderate-sized samples. It is 
therefore an excellent alternative to the 1 test, and of 
course it does not have the restrictive assumptions and 
requirements associated with the t test (Siegel, 1956)." 
The effect of religion on ethnic distance was com-
pared for all classes, Freshman through Graduate, and for 
the total of all classes. This was done by comparing the 
ethnic distance score of those scoring in the highest 
twenty-five percent on the Religion Scale with those 
scoring in the lowest twenty-five percent. 
The difference between the ethnic distance response 
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to the Negro~ compared to the white~ was calculated for 
each class and for the total of all classes. 
The Religion Scale score is an accumulated total; 
thus, it was theoretically possible to score anywhere from 
zero to one hundred, higher scores indicating greater con-
viction. For the Ethnic Distance Scale, with its seven 
levels, the numbers one through seven were assigned, with 
seven representing the least ethnic distance and least 
prejudice, e.g., "would marry into group." 
Hypothesis 1. No differences would be found in 
racial tolerance, as measured by the Bogardus Ethnic Dis-
tance Scale, as a function of year in college. The results 
(Table 2) did not support rejection of this null hypothesis. 
In no case did a significant difference exist between any 
class and any other class. This was true when the men and 
women were analyzed either separately or together. There 
was no consistent trend from class to class. 
Hypothesis 2. A significant difference would be 
found in racial tolerance, as measured by the Bogardus 
Ethnic Distance Scale, as a function of strength of reli-
gious conviction, as measured by the Bardis Religion Scale. 
The results (Table 3) bear out this hypothesis. The stu-
dents scoring in the lowest 25 percent in religious 
conviction were significantly (p_<.01, Mann-Whitney U) m!D're 
tolerant than those scoring in the highest 25 percent when 
Class 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate 
Table 2 
Mean Student Ethnic Distance as Measured by 
the Bogardus Ethnic Distance Scale 
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Males N Females N All Students 
6.0 45 6.2 68 6.1 
6.3 46 6.0 72 6.1 
6.1 58 6.2 58 6.2 
6.1 43 6.1 57 6.1 
6.3 46 6.2 40 6.3 
All Students 6.2 238 6.1 295 6.2 
Table 3 
Mean Ethnic Distance Scores of Students Scoring 
Lowest and Highest on the Religion Scale 
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Males Females All Students 
Class 
Low¼ High ¼ Low¼ High ¼ Low¼ High 1 4 
Freshman 5.8 6.1 6.1 6.1 6.0 6.1 
Sophomore 6.8 6.5 5.8 5.7 6.2 6.0 
Junior 6.4 6.2 6.1 5.9 6.2 * 6.0 
Senior 6.3 6.3 6.3 5.9 6.3 6.1 
Graduate 6.6 ** 5.9 6.4 6.1 6.5 ** 6.0 
All 6.4 6.2 6.1 5.9 6.2 ** 6.0 
**12. < . 01 
*12. < . 0 5 
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all subjects in all classes were considered together. 
This was also true for Graduates (E< .01, Mann-Whitney U) 
and Juniors (E< .05, Mann-Whitney U) taken separately. 
The trend for Sophomores and Juniors was in the same 
direction but did not reach a significance level of .05, 
al though Seniors reached marginal levels (E < . 06, Mann-
Whitney U). For Freshmen the trend was in the opposite 
direction, but the difference was not significant. 
The greatest difference in these results was 
found in willingness to marry a Negro, the item indi-
cating greatest tolerance. According to their response 
on the Bogardus, three times as many respondents scoring 
in the lowest 25 percent were willing to marry Negroes as 
those scoring in the highest 25 percent. This ratio was 
slightly over 2 to 1 (32 to 14) for men and nearly 7 to 1 
(20 to 3) for women. This trend was consistent for all 
classes, being at least 2 to 1 in all cases. 
Hypothesis 3. No difference would be found in 
racial tolerance responses as measured by the Bogardus as 
a function of the ~•s race. The data (Tables 4, 5, and 6) 
does not perm.it rejection of this null hypothesis. In 
only one case did a significant difference exist. Junior 
females taken separately, as well as Junior male and 
females taken together, showed a significantly higher 
acceptance of Negroes (E < . 01 in both cases, Mann-Whitney 
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Table 4 
Mean Response of Male Students on the Bogardus Ethnic 
Distance Scale: White vs. Negro Experimenter 
Class White E N Negro E N 
Freshman 5.8 20 6.2 25 
Sophomore 6.4 22 6.2 24 
Junior 6.2 28 6.0 30 
Senior 6.2 20 6.1 23 
Graduate 6.2 25 6.4 21 
All Males 6.2 115 6.2 123 
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Table 5 
Mean Response of Female Students on the Bogardus Ethnic 
Distance Scale: White vs. Negro Experimenter 
Class White E N Negro E N 
Freshman 6.1 35 6.3 33 
Sophomore 5.9 32 6.0 40 
Junior 6.5** 35 5.7** 23 
Senior 6.0 22 6.1 35 
Graduate 6.2 20 6.1 20 
All Females 6.2 144 6.1 151 
**.E. < . 01 
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Table 6 
Mean Response of All Students on the Bogardus Ethnic 
Distance Scale: White vs. Negro Experimenter 
Class White E N Negro E N 
Freshman 6.0 55 6.3 55 
Sophomore 6.1 54 6.1 64 
Junior 6.4** 63 5.9** 53 
Senior 6.1 42 6.1 58 
Graduate 6.2 45 6.3 41 
All Students 6.2 259 6.1 271 
**E< .01 
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U) in the presence of the white~ compared to the Negro E. 
The difference for Junior males was in the same direction 
but was not significant. The trend was in this direction 
for Sophomore and Senior men and Graduate women, but again 
differences were not significant. The opposite trend 
occurred for Freshman men and women, Graduate men, and 
Sophomore and Senior women, but again none of these dif-
ferences were significant. For all students from all 
classes taken together, the difference was very slight, 
with the students responding to the white~ scoring 6.2 
and those responding to the Negro E averaging 6.1. 
Other Results of the Study 
Some research indicates a variance in racial tole-
rance between men and women, with women being more tolerant. 
This study (Table 2), however, considering all students 
collectively, showed practically no difference in tolerance, 
with males showing slightly more tolerance with a mean 
score on the Bogardus of 6.2 compared to the females' 6.1. 
Considering individual classes, there was a significant 
difference in only one. Sophomore males with a mean Bogar-
dus score of 6.3 showed significantly (E< .01 Mann-Whitney 
U) more tolerance than Sophomore women with a mean score of 
6.0. 
A comparison was also made of racial tolerance by 
religious orientation based on three denominations: 
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Protestant, Catholic, and Others (Table 7). Based on the 
scores on the Bardis, the Other group was significantly 
more tolerant than Catholics, who in turn were signifi-
cantly (E, <. • 05 in both cases, Mann-Whitney U) more tole-
rant than Protestants. 
Comparisons of different class rankings (Table 8) 
showed there were no consistent trends between class rank 
in strength of religious conviction, either for men or 
women or for both taken together. 
When male-female differences were ·examined (Table 
8), results indicated that women had stronger religious 
conviction than men. This trend occurred in all classes 
and fits in well with the trend toward higher prejudice 
in females in this sample. For Freshmen and for all 
classes taken together, the difference was highly signi-
ficant (E, < . 002 for Freshmen; . 0003 overall, Mann-Whitney 
U). Seniors almost reached the .05 significance level 
(E, < . 07 Mann-Whitney U). 
Table 7 
Comparison of Ethnic Distance as Measured by 
the Bogardus among Three Religious Groups 
Group N Bogardus Score 
Protestant 347 6.0 
* 
Catholic 113 6.2 
* 
Other 66 6.4 
*:2,< .05 
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Class 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate 
Table 8 
Mean Strength of Religious Conviction as 
Measured by the Bardis Religion Scale 
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Men Women All Students 
44.8** 54.5** 50.6 
49.1 51.9 50.8 
49.5 54.1 51.8 
45.4 52.7 49.6 
44.1 49.4 46.2 
All Students 46.8** 52.7** 50.0 
**E < . 002 
College Class 
CHAPTER IV 
DISCUSSION 
The results of this study indicate that there is 
no significant change in ethnic distance with increasing 
time in college. The failure to find differences may, 
however, result from the following factors: the scale 
used here does not adequately measure the change, or one 
or more of the selective factors mentioned in Chapter I 
under the section titled "College Class" operate to give 
a compensating effect. 
Why some studies show a significant difference and 
others, including this one, do not is difficult to say. 
One possibility could be that most of the students at 
Central Washington have had little contact with Negroes 
either before or during college. It is interesting to 
note that most of the studies showing a significant 
decrease in ethnic distance with increasing time in col-
lege were conducted at colleges in the South. It is 
probable that the majority of students at these southern 
colleges had some contact with Negroes prior to college 
enrollment. In addition, the present college generation 
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is thought to be less prejudiced than those preceding. 
Shim and Dole (1967), at the University of Hawaii, using 
social distance steps adopted from Bogardus, found that 
students expressed significantly more acceptance of 
Negroes and others than their parents. These two factors 
of superficial contact with Negroes and parental influence 
may have given these Southern students a prejudice that 
was modified by the college experience. These foundations 
of prejudice may have been weak or missing in Central 
Washington students. 
There are probably modifications that could have 
made this phase of the study more valid. It is still felt 
that the cross-sectional approach, in a study such as this, 
is better than the longitudinal. If any change were to be 
made in procedure, consideration could be given to further 
refining the sample beyond restricting it to a particular 
college major. This might consist of selecting students 
at the higher levels whose chances of finishing college 
are the highest. Such items as high G. P.A. or possibly 
adequacy of finances could be controlled. This could be 
done by conducting the survey in the same way but with 
this additional information obtained in the supplemental 
data. This would tend to maintain anonymity but would 
further refine the factor of homogeneity. 
Religion 
The effect of religious conviction on ethnic 
distance took the expected direction. These results may 
be due in part to less contaminating factors than in the 
previous item. 
Attrition factors would have less effect on the 
religion variable, particularly since data was analyzed 
for each class as well as for all classes together. 
Why students with high apparent religious con-
viction would respond in the direction opposite to the 
ideals of their faith is difficult, if not impossible, 
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to explain. In some cases, for example the Irish, the 
prejudice is more religion than nationality. The South-
ern Irish are not discriminated against because they are 
Irish but because they are Catholic. With Negroes, how-
ever, religion per se apparently is not a significant 
factor. This may be confirmed to a degree by this study 
where Protestants might, from a religious standpoint, be 
expected to be more tolerant of the predominantly Protest-
ant Negro race than the other two groups. Results opposite 
to this expectation were found in the present study. 
Since Negro stereotypes imply lower class member-
ship, class prejudice may be a contributing factor (Triandis 
and Triandis, 1960). Several studies rank Negroes at or 
near the bottom in social distance, with Negroes also 
having the highest correlation between stereotype and 
prejudice. In other words, with Negroes, a person's 
preconceived ideas of the race in general more nearly 
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reflect his prejudice (Bogardus, 1933; Thurstone, 1935; 
Katz and Braly, 1958). Westie (1953), Young et al. (1960), --
and Triandis and Triandis (1960) found the most prejudice 
in the lower socioeconomic group. Young et al. (1960) 
found a correlation between high G. P.A. and less ethnic 
distance and between students with high income fathers and 
low religious conviction. Young et al. (1966) found a 
correlation between high G. P.A. and weak religious con-
viction. This could be summed up by saying that the higher 
the intelligence and father's income the lower the reli-
gious conviction and ethnic distance. 
Additional personal information as noted in the 
section above would be possible refining factors for a 
future study. Consideration could also be given to con-
ducting a parallel study at a college with a strong 
sectarian religious orientation. This, in fact, was 
considered for this study but was reluctantly discarded 
due to logistics and finances. 
Experimenter Effect 
If any assumption had been made here it would have 
been that white respondents would score higher on the 
Ethnic Distance Scale administered by the Negro Ethan by 
the white E. That there was no significant difference in 
this direction, however, was not surprising. What was 
surprising was that the mean for all groups taken collec-
tively was in the reverse direction, although this 
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difference was slight. What was even more surprising was 
that this reverse trend was actually significant for 
Junior females and for Junior males and females taken 
together. Several things could account for this somewhat 
surprising trend. The current college unrest, particu-
larly among Negroes, may be creating a backlash effect 
among the whites. The anonymity of the study may have 
been responsible for the overall null trend, or it may 
even be that college students are more honest in their 
responses than they are given credit for. 
If the effect of the race of the experimenter was 
the primary factor in this study it would have been well 
to have eliminated the anonymity feature. Again, as 
noted in the previous two sections, additional supple-
mental information about the respondent may have isolated 
significant factors. 
A student disturbance, racial in nature, did not 
hit the Central Washington campus until several months 
after this data was collected. It would be interesting 
to replicate this study at this time to see what effect, 
if any, those events caused. 
Other Results 
The fact that the men showed a slightly, although 
not significantly, greater tolerance than women was unex-
pected. All of the studies reviewed indicated that women 
were more tolerant than men, although these studies were 
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not restricted to specific majors. Turbeville and Hyde 
(1946) found women slightly less prejudiced than men. 
Plant (1958a, b, c) found female students scored lower on 
ethnocentrism scales than men. Blume (1967) found men 
significantly more prejudiced than women. 
The results obtained here may be explained by the 
percentage of each religious group responding in each 
class (Table 9). In only two cases was there a pronounced 
difference in the percent of non-Protestants compared to 
Protestants. For both Sophomores and Seniors the percent 
of non-Protestant males was substantially less than 
females. Since the non-Protestants in this study indi-
cated significantly more tolerance it would be expected 
that the males in the Sophomore and Senior classes would 
indicate more tolerance than the females. This in fact 
was true, and in the case of Sophomores the difference 
was significant. 
The results of ethnic distance by religious groups 
could have been predicted to a degree. Jones (1938a, b) 
found no difference in tolerance between Catholics and 
Protestants, with Jews more tolerant but not to a signi-
ficant degree. Turbeville and Hyde (1946), at Louisiana 
State University, found that Jewish students were signi-
ficantly more tolerant than any other group, and non-
religious students were more tolerant than any group 
except Jewish. They found Protestants significantly more 
Table 9 
Proportion of Responding Students in 
Each Class by Religious Group 
Class p RC 
Freshman Males 25 (57%) 7 (16%) 
Freshman Females 40 ( 60%) 21 ( 31%) 
Sophomore Males 26 ( 58%) 12 (27%) 
Sophomore Females 52 (72%) 12 (17%) 
Junior Males 40 ( 70%) 9 (16%) 
Junior Females 36 ( 62%) 16 ( 28%) 
Senior Males 26 (63%) 11 (27%) 
Senior Females 50 (89%) 4 ( 7%) 
Graduate Males 29 (63%) 7 (15%) 
Graduate Females 23 (57%) 14 ( 35%) 
Total 347 (66%) 113 (21%) 
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0 
12 (27%) 
6 ( 9%) 
7 (15%) 
8 (11%) 
8 (14%) 
6 ( 10%) 
4 ( 10%) 
2 ( 4%) 
10 (22%) 
3 ( 8%) 
66 (13%) 
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tolerant than Catholics, who were the most intolerant of 
any group studied. Rosenblith (1949), in a study at nine 
colleges in South Dakota, also found Catholics to be the 
most intolerant of any religious group. Triandis and 
Triandis (1960) had similar results, finding Catholics 
more prejudiced than Protestants, who were in turn more 
prejudiced than Jews. Young et al. (1960), at the Uni-- -
versity of Texas, found Baptists most intolerant, 
Catholics next, the Jews and non-religious students most 
tolerant. He also found that those who attend church 
regularly and those who never attend are significantly 
more tolerant than those who attend once or twice a 
month. Friedman and Sherrill (1968) found that members 
of minority religions such as Catholic and Jewish were 
more accepting of religious and racial difference; fur-
thermore, Jewish students were more accepting than either 
Protestants or Catholics. In general, then, most studies 
confirm that the group designated 11 0ther" would be most 
tolerant but with considerable disagreement of the rela-
tive prejudice of Catholics vs. Protestants. 
The lack of a consistent trend between class ranks 
in strength of religious conviction was understandable. 
Although there is some indication that religious beliefs 
are modified in time, Lehmann and Payne (1963) suggested 
that college tends to reinforce rather than modify pre-
vailing values. Young et al. (1966) found that older 
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students in 1958 were less favorable to religion but in 
1964 no change was evident from the college experience. 
Nelson (1956) found a shift to a more pro-religious atti-
tude 14 years after college. The relatively short age 
range covered by this study probably accounts for the 
lack of any appreciable difference. 
It is generally conceded that women have greater 
religious conviction than men, although no confirming evi-
dence is cited, and therefore the consistent trend found 
in this study was expected. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY 
The Problem 
The object of this study was to investigate three 
aspects of the ethnic distance separating whites from 
Negroes: (1) the effect year in college has on ethnic 
distance, (2) the effect strength of religious conviction 
has on ethnic distance, and (3) the effect race of the E 
has on student response. The instruments used were the 
Bogardus Ethnic Distance Scale and the Bardis Religion 
Scale. 
The following three hypotheses were made: 
1. There is no significant difference in racial 
tolerance to Negroes as a function of college class. 
2. White students scoring high on a religion 
scale are significantly more prejudiced to Negroes than 
those scoring low. 
3. There is no significant difference in the 
response of a white to a Negro~' regarding racial pre-
judice, than to a white~-
Method 
The study was conducted at Central Washington 
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State College. A minimum of twenty Caucasian students, 
of each sex in each class, responded to each E. In the 
interests of increasing homogeneity, the study was 
restricted to education majors. Two young female upper-
classmen, one Negro and the other Caucasian, acted as Es 
to hand out questionnaires and collect data. Instructions 
to respondents were minimal, referring only to three fac-
tors: restriction to education majors, anonymity of the 
respondents, and that this was a graduate study. The time 
taken in each class averaged about 15 minutes, including 
the introductory statement and passing out, completing, 
and collecting the forms. 
The effect of religion on ethnic distance was 
calculated by comparing the twenty-five percent scoring 
lowest on the Religion Scale to the twenty-five percent 
scoring highest. 
Results 
Hypothesis 1. There was no evidence of a change 
in ethnic distance with increasing time in college. In 
no case was there a significant difference between any 
class and any other class and there was no consistent 
trend from class to class. 
Hypothesis 2. The students scoring lowest in 
religious conviction were significantly more tolerant 
than those scoring highest. This was true for Graduates 
and Juniors and for all students taken together, with 
Seniors reaching a marginal level. Also the trend for 
Juniors and Sophomores was in the same direction but did 
not reach the significance level of .05. For Freshmen 
the trend was in the opposite direction, but the differ-
ence was not significant. 
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Hypothesis 3. There was practically no difference 
in the mean response to the white~ compared to the Negro 
E when all students were considered together. In only one 
case did a significant difference exist. Junior females, 
taken separately, as well as Junior males and females 
taken together, showed a significantly higher acceptance 
of Negroes in the presence of the white~ compared to the 
Negro~-
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APPENDIX A 
ETHNIC DISTANCE SCALE (E. S. Bogardus) 
1. In order to keep Scale anonymous, do not sign name, but give yourself as much 
freedom as possible; use only check marks. 
2. Please give your first feeling reactions in every case. 
3. Give your feeling reactions to each ethnic group in terms of the chief picture or 
stereotype you have of entire group. Mark each group even if you do not know it. 
4. Check as many of seven columns in each case as your feelings dictate. 
5. Work as rapidly as possible. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Would Would Would Would Have as Have as Would de-
marry have as have as work in speaking visitors bar from 
into close next door same acquaint- only to my natioIJ 
.czroun friends neighbors office ances onlv mv nation 
Armenians 
Americans ( u. s. white) 
Canadians 
Chinese 
Czechs 
En.2'l.ish 
Filipinos 
Finns 
French 
Germans 
Greeks 
Hollanders 
Indians (American) 
Indians (of India) 
Irish 
ETHNIC DISTANCE SCALE (E. S. Bogardus) (continued) 
1. Please remember to give your first feeling reactions for every group. 
2. Remember to give feeling reactions to your chief picture of every group as a ~hole. 
3. Also, to check as many columns for each group as you can, and to work rapidly. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Would Would Would Would Have as Have as Would de-
marry have as have as work in speaking visitors bar from 
into close next door same acquaint- only to my nation 
group friends neighbors office ances onlv mv nation 
Italians 
Japanese 
Japanese Americans 
Jews 
Koreans 
Mexicans 
Mexican Americans 
Negroes 
Norwegians 
Poles 
Russians 
Scots 
Spanish 
Swedish 
Turks 
Please check. (1) Your ethnic backgrounds: Caucasian __ , Mongoloid __ , Negro __ . 
(2) Your religious backgrounds: R. Catholic , Jewish , Protestant , Other . 
(3) Rural ~ackgrounds __ , urban backgrounds--=::- (4) Sex: male __ , female__ --
(5) Education: F __ , s __ , J __ , Sn. __ , G __ . (6) Age: __ . 
\Jl 
(X) 
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APPENDIX B 
A RELIGION SCALE 
By Panos D. Bardis, Ph.D., F.I.A.L. 
Professor of Sociology 
The University of Toledo 
Toledo, Ohio, 43606, USA 
60 
(Note: Score equals sum total of 25 numerical 
responses. Theoretical range: 0 (least religious) to 100 
(most religious). See Panos D. Bardis, "A Religion Scale," 
Social Science, April, 1961. 
Below is a list of issues concerning religion. Please 
read all statements very carefully and respond to all of 
them on the basis of your™ true beliefs without con-
sulting any other persons. Do this by reading each state-
ment and then writing, in the space provided at its left, 
only~ of the following numbers: O, 1, 2, 3, 4. The 
meaning of each of these figures is: 
O: Strongly disagree 
1: Disagree 
2: Undecided 
3: Agree 
4: Strongly agree 
(For research purposes, you must consider all state-
ments~ they~, without modifying any of them in any 
way. 
1. 
--2. 
_3. 
4. 
--5. 
--6. 
7. 
--8. 
9. 
--10. 
A sound religious faith is the best thing in life. 
Every school should encourage its students to attend 
church. 
People should defend their religion above all other 
things. 
People should attend church once a week if possible. 
Belief in God makes life more meaningful. 
Every person should give 10 per cent of his income 
to his church. 
All people are God's children. 
People attending church regularly develop a sound 
philosophy of life. 
We should always love our enemies. 
God rewards those who live religiously. 
11. 
-12. 
13. 
=14. 
15. 
-16. 
-17. 
-18. 
_19. 
20. 
-21. 
22. 
23. 
-24. 
=25. 
A RELIGION SCALE (continued) 
Prayer can solve many problems. 
Every school should have chapel services for its 
students. 
There is life after death. 
61 
People should read the Scriptures at least once a 
day. 
Teachers should stress religious ideals in class. 
Young people should attend Sunday School regularly. 
People should pray at least once a day. 
A religious wedding ceremony is better than a civil 
one. 
Religious people should try to spread the teachings 
of the Scriptures. 
People should say grace at all meals. 
When a person is planning to be married, he should 
consult his minister, priest, or rabbi. 
Delinquency is less common among young people 
attending church regularly. 
What is moral today will always be moral. 
Children should be brought up religiously. 
Every person should participate in at least one 
church activity. 
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APPENDIX C 
Table 10 
Scores on Bogardus Ethnic Distance Scale 
and Bardis Religion Scale 
Freshman Males 
White E Negro E 
63 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 18 6 13 0 21 18 7 14 
2 18 7 23 p 22 18 6 18 
3 18 2 24 p 23 18 6 23 
4 19 7 29 RC 24 19 6 24 
5 19 6 31 p 25 18 6 32 
6 19 6 33 p 26 18 5 33 
7 18 7 36 p 27 18 7 34 
8 18 6 38 J 28 18 7 35 
9 18 6 41 0 29 18 6 38 
10 19 7 41 p 30 18 6 39 
11 19 5 46 RC 31 19 7 40 
12 3 46 0 32 19 6 42 
13 18 6 51 0 33 6 45 
14 19 6 52 p 34 18 6 45 
15 18 6 52 RC 35 6 47 
16 18 7 57 p 36 19 6 53 
17 6 60 RC 37 18 6 54 
18 18 6 66 p 38 19 6 55 
19 19 6 72 p 39 18 6 56 
20 18 6 75 p 40 18 6 56 
41 18 6 59 
42 23 6 63 
43 18 6 67 
44 19 6 67 
45 19 7 91 
ED= Ethnic distance (range= 1 to 7, higher indicating 
greater tolerance) 
RS= Religion Scale (range= 0 to 100) 
Rel. = Religion 
P = Protestant 
RC= Roman Catholic 
0 = Other 
0 
0 
0 
0 
p 
0 
0 
p 
RC 
p 
p 
p 
p 
RC 
p 
p 
RC 
p 
0 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
64 
Table 10 (continued) 
Freshman Females 
White E Negro E 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 18 5 19 p 36 18 7 22 
2 19 6 19 0 37 18 6 24 p 
3 7 21 p 38 18 6 27 RC 
4 18 6 25 0 39 18 7 28 RC 
5 19 6 35 0 40 18 6 41 p 
6 18 6 39 p 41 19 6 44 RC 
7 18 6 40 0 42 18 6 44 p 
8 18 7 44 p 43 18 6 45 p 
9 18 6 47 RC 44 18 7 48 p 
10 18 6 48 p 45 18 6 50 p 
11 19 6 49 RC 46 18 6 52 p 
12 18 5 50 p 47 19 6 54 RC 
13 18 6 51 J 48 20 6 54 p 
14 18 5 51 p 49 19 6 56 p 
15 19 6 55 p 50 19 7 56 RC 
16 18 6 58 RC 51 18 6 56 RC 
17 18 7 59 p 52 18 7 56 p 
18 18 6 59 p 53 18 6 56 p 
19 18 6 59 p 54 19 7 58 RC 
20 18 7 59 p 55 18 6 58 RC 
21 18 6 60 RC 56 18 7 61 p 
22 18 6 60 p 57 7 64 RC 
23 18 6 61 0 58 18 7 64 RC 
24 18 6 61 p 59 18 7 66 RC 
25 18 7 62 RC 60 18 6 67 p 
26 18 6 62 p 61 18 6 67 p 
27 18 6 63 RC 62 19 6 67 RC 
28 18 6 64 p 63 18 6 67 p 
29 18 6 64 p 64 18 6 68 p 
30 19 7 65 RC 65 27 6 70 RC 
31 18 6 67 p 66 18 6 72 p 
32 18 6 68 p 67 6 82 p 
33 19 6 72 p 68 18 6 85 RC 
34 38 6 73 p 
35 20 6 86 p 
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Table 10 (continued) 
Sophomore Males 
White E Negro E 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 19 7 12 0 23 20 7 14 0 
2 19 6 19 RC 24 19 7 27 0 
3 23 7 19 p 25 20 7 33 p 
4 7 25 0 26 19 6 36 RC 
5 19 7 26 0 27 18 7 36 0 
6 19 5 33 p 28 19 7 43 p 
7 19 7 34 29 19 6 45 p 
8 19 7 35 0 30 19 7 50 p 
9 20 7 43 p 31 19 6 50 RC 
10 19 6 46 p 32 24 7 51 p 
11 19 6 47 p 33 6 52 p 
12 19 4 48 p 34 20 6 52 RC 
13 20 6 49 p 35 20 6 54 p 
14 19 7 51 RC 36 19 6 54 RC 
15 19 6 51 p 37 20 6 55 p 
16 19 6 54 RC 38 20 6 56 p 
17 20 6 59 p 39 20 6 57 RC 
18 24 7 62 p 40 3 61 p 
19 19 7 66 RC 41 19 6 63 RC 
20 50 7 68 p 42 20 6 64 p 
21 20 6 76 p 43 19 6 67 p 
22 19 6 94 RC 44 20 6 67 p 
45 19 7 71 RC 
46 20 7 84 p 
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Table 10 (continued) 
'Sophomore Females 
White E Negro E 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 19 6 24 RC 33 22 7 8 0 
2 19 7 27 p 34 19 6 23 p 
3 19 5 33 p 35 19 4 27 p 
4 19 6 33 p 36 6 28 p 
5 20 6 34 p 37 20 6 31 p 
6 20 6 34 p 38 19 6 32 p 
7 20 6 36 p 39 21 5 35 p 
8 20 5 38 p 40 19 6 35 0 
9 19 6 38 p 41 19 6 40 p 
10 19 6 41 p 42 20 6 42 p 
11 20 7 42 p 43 6 43 p 
12 19 6 42 p 44 7 43 0 
13 19 7 43 0 45 19 6 46 p 
14 19 6 47 p 46 19 6 48 RC 
15 20 6 51 RC 47 19 7 49 RC 
16 20 6 51 0 48 19 6 50 RC 
17 19 7 51 p 49 6 51 p 
18 19 6 53 p 50 20 6 53 p 
19 20 6 54 p 51 19 6 53 p 
20 6 56 0 52 19 6 54 p 
21 6 60 p 53 20 6 54 p 
22 20 6 63 p 54 20 6 55 p 
23 20 4 63 RC 55 20 7 55 p 
24 19 6 63 p 56 19 6 56 p 
25 26 6 63 p 57 19 6 57 0 
26 l 9 4~, 65 p 58 20 6 58 p 
27 20 6 66 RC 59 20 7 62 0 
28 19 6 66 p 60 22 6 64 p 
29 19 6 70 RC 61 20 6 65 p 
30 19 6 71 RC 62 21 6 65 RC 
31 35 6 74 p 63 5 67 p 
32 19 5 80 p 64 19 6 68 RC 
65 19 6 68 p 
66 19 6 71 RC 
67 6 72 p 
68 20 6 73 p 
69 32 4 73 p 
70 21 6 74 p 
71 25 6 77 p 
72 19 6 78 p 
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Table 10 (continued) 
Junior Males 
White E Negro E 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 20 6 5 p 29 21 7 15 0 
2 24 6 25 RC 30 21 7 18 p 
3 20 7 28 p 31 21 6 23 p 
4 28 7 31 32 20 6 26 p 
5 20 7 36 0 33 21 3 30 p 
6 7 38 p 34 7 31 0 
7 20 6 40 p 35 21 7 35 p 
8 23 6 41 p 36 24 7 37 p 
9 21 7 41 p 37 22 6 37 p 
10 21 6 42 p 38 21 6 38 p 
11 23 6 46 p 39 6 40 0 
12 20 6 48 p 40 20 6 42 p 
13 20 6 49 p 41 20 4 44 p 
14 20 7 50 p 42 24 7 49 p 
15 25 6 51 p 43 20 6 50 0 
16 21 6 52 p 44 20 6 50 p 
17 20 6 53 p 45 22 6 50 RC 
18 20 6 54 p 46 21 7 53 RC 
19 21 6 55 p 47 20 7 56 0 
20 20 6 58 p 48 21 6 58 RC 
21 21 7 58 RC 49 20 6 59 p 
22 21 6 63 p 50 20 2 60 p 
23 21 6 63 p 51 21 6 60 p 
24 24 6 64 RC 52 20 6 61 p 
25 20 7 74 p 53 21 6 61 p 
26 45 5 76 p 54 20 7 63 RC 
27 20 6 77 p 55 20 6 67 p 
28 25 6 80 0 56 21 6 83 RC 
57 7 86 RC 
58 20 6 95 0 
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Table 10 (continued) 
Junior Females 
White E Negro E 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 22 4 27 RC 36 20 7 12 0 
2 21 7 33 p 37 20 7 17 RC 
3 22 7 34 RC 38 23 6 20 p 
4 20 4 35 p 39 20 6 24 0 
5 21 7 36 RC 40 20 6 25 p 
6 20 6 37 p 41 21 6 33 p 
7 22 7 38 RC 42 20 6 37 p 
8 20 6 42 0 43 22 6 38 0 
9 22 6 44 p 44 20 6 41 p 
10 20 7 47 p 45 20 6 44 J 
11 20 6 47 RC 46 20 4 50 0 
12 20 6 47 RC 47 20 4 58 p 
13 21 4 48 p 48 21 6 64 RC 
14 20 6 48 p 49 20 5 67 RC 
15 24 6 50 p 50 20 6. 70 p 
16 21 6 53 p 51 20 3 72 p 
17 21 6 53 p 52 21 6 74 p 
18 19 6 53 p 53 21 5 75 RC 
19 21 6 53 p 54 35 6 76 p 
20 22 6 55 p 55 6 76 p 
21 47 6 56 p 56 21 6 83 RC 
22 20 6 56 p 57 20 6 83 RC 
23 20 7 59 RC 58 21 7 86 p 
24 20 6 61 p 
25 38 6 63 p 
26 20 6 64 p 
27 20 6 64 RC 
28 21 6 67 p 
29 21 4 71 p 
30 20 6 72 RC 
31 21 6 73 p 
32 21 6 76 p 
33 20 6 80 p 
34 26 6 83 RC 
35 24 6 92 p 
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Table 10 (continued) 
Senior Males 
White E Negro E 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 25 7 13 p 21 26 6 20 RC 
2 22 6 18 RC 22 31 6 26 p 
3 6 18 p 23 26 6 27 
4 22 6 32 p 24 24 7 27 p 
5 22 7 43 RC 25 25 7 29 p 
6 21 7 45 0 26 26 6 32 RC 
7 21 6 45 p 27 22 7 32 p 
8 21 6 48 RC 28 26 7 33 p 
9 22 6 48 p 29 24 7 34 J 
10 22 6 52 0 30 6 35 RC 
11 6 56 p 31 21. 6 35 p 
12 26 7 57 RC 32 21 4 38 p 
13 22 6 58 0 33 22 6 41 p 
14 22 6 58 p 34 22 6 42 p 
15 22 7 60 p 35 22 6 47 p 
16 21 6 68 p 36 22 3 49 p 
17 22 6 71 p 37 30 6 51 p 
18 21 6 73 RC 38 22 7 55 p 
19 43 6 76 p 39 22 6 63 p 
20 23 6 82 p 40 19 7 63 RC 
41 25 7 67 RC 
42 21 6 69 RC 
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Table 10 (continued) 
Senior Females 
White E Negro E 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 35 6 14 0 23 21 7 12 
2 24 6 23 RC 24 23 7 37 p 
3 6 30 p 25 21 6 37 p 
4 21 6 32 p 26 21 6 39 p 
5 22 6 34 p 27 22 6 41 p 
6 23 6 36 p 28 21 6 41 p 
7 22 6 38 p 29 22 7 42 p 
8 22 7 40 p 30 21 6 43 p 
9 21 6 40 p 31 22 7 46 p 
10 21 6 45 p 32 22 6 48 p 
11 23 5 49 p 33 21 6 48 p 
12 21 7 49 p 34 22 6 48 p 
13 21 6 50 p 35 21 7 49 RC 
14 23 7 50 p 36 22 6 50 0 
15 21 7 50 p 37 21 6 50 p 
16 21 5 57 p 38 22 6 51 p 
17 23 6 58 p 39 49 6 51 p 
18 23 6 61 p 40 22 6 55 p 
19 21 6 69 RC 41 21 7 56 p 
20 21 4 69 p 42 22 4 57 p 
21 21 6 73 RC 43 21 6 59 p 
22 21 6 77 p 44 21 6 59 p 
45 21 6 60 p 
46 40 4 61 p 
47 23 6 63 p 
48 21 6 65 p 
49 21 6 66 p 
50 22 6 68 p 
51 21 6 74 p 
52 22 6 75 p 
53 21 6 76 p 
54 24 6 76 p 
55 22 6 76 p 
56 21 6 85 p 
57 6 97 p 
71 
Table 10 (continued) 
Graduate Males 
White E Negro E 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 22 7 3 0 26 24 7 4 0 
2 31 7 4 p 27 6 15 p 
3 24 7 8 0 28 24 7 21 0 
4 27 6 19 0 29 23 6 23 J 
5 25 7 23 p 30 27 7 27 p 
6 44 7 24 0 31 26 7 31 0 
7 23 7 26 RC 32 23 7 36 RC 
8 22 7 32 p 33 22 6 37 p 
9 31 6 40 p 34 29 6 37 p 
10 24 6 43 p 35 36 7 39 p 
11 24 6 43 p 36 32 7 44 p 
12 30 6 45 RC 37 28 7 45 p 
13 31 6 47 p 38 25 6 49 0 
14 30 7 49 p 39 30 5 53 p 
15 31 6 53 p 40 26 6 56 RC 
16 39 6 56 p 41 26 7 61 p 
17 43 5 59 p 42 38 6 61 p 
18 33 6 60 0 43 34 7 65 p 
19 34 6 60 p 44 43 6 73 p 
20 23 6 62 p 45 52 6 74 p 
21 40 6 63 RC 46 29 6 74 RC 
22 25 5 63 RC 
23 31 6 70 p 
24 6 73 p 
25 33 5 81 p 
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Table 10 (continued) 
Graduate Females 
White E Negro E 
No. Age ED RS Rel. No. Age ED RS Rel. 
1 35 7 6 0 21 35 7 7 0 
2 22 7 28 J 22 29 6 13 RC 
3 26 6 35 p 23 22 7 20 p 
4 30 6 40 p 24 22 6 22 p 
5 32 6 44 RC 25 25 6 23 p 
6 25 6 47 RC 26 25 6 31 RC 
7 30 7 52 RC 27 38 6 32 p 
8 25 6 53 p 28 28 6 34 RC 
9 27 6 54 p 29 24 6 41 p 
10 33 6 54 RC 30 55 6 42 p 
11 24 6 58 p 31 40 6 44 p 
12 46 6 64 p 32 34 4 46 p 
13 51 7 67 RC 33 23 6 55 RC 
14 34 6 68 p 34 6 57 p 
15 23 6 70 p 35 26 7 60 RC 
16 6 71 p 36 33 6 60 p 
17 50 6 71 RC 37 50 6 61 p 
18 34 6 72 RC 38 23 6 67 RC 
19 22 6 74 p 39 23 6 76 p 
20 27 6 78 p 40 21 7 80 RC 
